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7/5/70 


2- » B. Rhoads, Areal vist 

The National Archives 
Washington, D.C. 20408 

Pear Dr. Hhoeda, 


Mr * Aa S e1 ' 3 letter of 7/l says it ”ife in reply to » mine of May SO, but 
itrealiy isn 5 t, is not responsive, and has purposes I as left to surmise, the’moat 
obvious of several being to misinform if not actually deceive others irsidw the 
government to whem copies nij*t he sent. 


On more than one occasion, letters to me from your sgsncy lave, in ore 
*ray or another, stated or suggested that what I wrote was not in accord ■with fact, 
me contrary, as have on more than one occasion, told you, is the csss. My letter of 
reisrence addrassad ore sue*, case. You had said I hsd not had a sreciel picture o^ 
te-e bass of Bullet 399 made for me, and you claimed to have neither xx a record of 
m-.'d.ng it or a copy of it, You then clsimd tts unseemly delay in making a cony was 
because 1 nedn t given you -an electrostatic copy, which also was not in accord with 
the i,ruta, as tne letter of 7/1/70 acknowledges while seaming not to dc so. 

The most casual comparison of my letter sad M r , Angela .should disclose 
ao you that his is a non cequptur, going into all sorts of irrelevancies and in no 
way answering to what I charged in the third paragraph of the letter, the stated 
purpose of the letter, .. ."the spurious reasons given me for not having provided 
" ae picture - had repeatedly asked for over a long period of time: * We did not 
prepare the photograph earlier because m did not receive the electrostatic copy 
or rough sketch of the photpgraph which we requested you to send* »« 


ip iwn moreover, **r. A ngel slleitar grossly misrepresents your letter of March 
Z l ? f *V iou - ls ° r « quested another photograph of the ha.se of the 

Ulmet _n Cis 599 Uie)..." It is true that I did, later, ask for another phofegp eph, 
find that it is not identical, the reason for wanting a second photograph, but this 
is not wnst you said March 12, Rather than paraphrasing, as Mr. Angel doss, 1*11 
quote you directly; "To the bast of our knowledge, we have never taken ® special 
pantograph of CS 399ffcr you. If you will send us an electrostatic copy of * e photo- 
graph to which you refer, we may be able to identify the negative Just ns we identic. ad 
tne negaters we took for Dr, Nichols." Yet attachment A -with Mr. Asgel’n letter is 
exactly that photocopy his letter acknowledges I ted sent 12/12/39, rsenlhs earlier. 


i am pr -pared, should it interest you and serve any useful purpose, as s 
consequence of the time-consuming futility you asked of m , a review of oar corres- 
pondence, to show you other cases where the errors allegedly mine ars not. In this 
ease, I note the response is not over your signature. 


Sincerely, 


Harold aoisberg 



